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ABSTRACT - :

Based on the current definition for farm population
(a1l persons living in rural territory on places which in the
reporting year had, or normally would have had, sales of agricultural
preducts of $1,000 or more), an average of 6,241,000 persons lived on
farms in the United States in 1979, a drop of 2.8% from the 1978
figures. Whites constituted 9u4%, Blacks 2.5%, and persons of Spanish
origin 1.9% of all farm residents. Blacks experienced higher rates of
decline than Whites. The farm population, with a median age of 34
years, had aslower proportion of younqg adults (20 to 34 years) and a
higher propertion of middle-aged persons (35-64) than the nonfarnm
population. The fertility of farm women continued to be higher than
that of nonfarm women. There was no statistically significant
-difference in the metropolitan-nonmetropolitan distribution c¢f the

~farm population by race and Spanish origin. Of all farm residents 14
years old and over, 64% were in the lakor force or were seeking work.
‘The total number of persons employed solely or primarily in
agriculture averaged 3,467,000. The dominance of seif-employed

- (three-fifths) as the major class of work pertained solely to farm

- males. Only about 2% of the labor force living on farms was
unemployed as compared with a 6% rate for the nonfarm population, but

~the median inccme of farm families ($15,339) continued to lag behind
that of ncnfarm families. (CM)
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Ferm Population of the United States: 1979

INTRODUCTION

In the 12-month period centered on April 1979, an average
of 6,241,000 persons lived on farms in rural areas of the
United States. About 1 person out of every 35, or 2.8
percent of the Nation’s 220 million people, had a farm
residence (table A). These farm population estimates were
prepared cooperatively by the U.S. Bureau of the Census and
the Economics, Statistics, and Cooperatives Service of the
U.S. Department of Agriculture.

The 1979 estimate of the farm population is about 260,000
lower than that of 6,501,000 for 1978, but this apparent
decline is not statistically significant. The chances are about
1 out of 15 that a decline of this magnitude would have been
obtained from the sample without any actual change having
occurred in the farm population between 1978 and 1979.
The farm population estimates for 1979 are based on the

Table A. Population of the United States, Total
and Farm: April 1970 to 1979

(Numbers in thousands)

Farm population
Year Total Number Percent
resident of of total

population persons! | population
Ccurrent defi-
nition
1979.......... 219,611 6,241 2.8
1978.......... 217,771 6,501 3.0
Previous defi-
nition
1979.......... 219,611 7,553 3.4
1978........ . 217,771 8,005 3.7
1977......... . 215,966 7,806 3.6
1976.......... 214,282 8,253 3.9
1975......... . 212,542 8,864 4.2
1974......... . 211,018 9,264 4.4
1973......... . 209,468 9,472 4.5
1972........ . 207,802 9,610 4.6
1971.......... 205,677 9,425 4.6
1970 00ccenans 2203,235 9,712 4.8

IFive-quarter averages centered on April. (See

* Appendix A, Definitions and Explanations.)

20fficial census count.

farm definition that was first introduced into this data series
in 1978. Under this new definition, the farm population
consists of all persons living in rural territory on places which
in the reporting year had, or normally would have had,
sales of agricultural products of $1,000 or more.

Under the current definition as well as under previous
definitions, the farm share of the total U.S. population con-
tinued its long-term downward trend. In 1920, wten the
farm population was first identified separately, 30.1 percerit
of the Nation's total population resided on farms. By 1950,
this proportion had fallen to 16.3 percent, and by 1979
it had dropped to 2.8 percent (3.4 percent under the previous
definition).!

Even though the downward trend in the number of farm
residents has continued, there has been a slackening in the
rate of decline in the 1970's as compared to the previous
decade. Using the previous farm definition, upon which
earlier data are based, the rate of |loss in the farm population
averaged 2.8 percent per year since 1970. This is significantly
Icwer than the average annual rate of decline of 4.8 percen:
that occurred during the 1960-70 decade.

DEMOGRAPHIC AND SOCIAL
CHARACTERISTICS OF THE FARM
POPULATION

Race and Spanish origin. In 1979, Whites constituted 94
percent of all farm residents, a proportion that was signifi-
cantly higher than the 86 percent White among nonfarm
residents (table B). ‘There were 280,000 Blacks on farms in
1979, representing 4.5 percent of the total farm population.
Blacks accounted for 11.9 percent of the nonfarm popu-
lation. Only 118,000, or 1.9 percent of farm residents were
of Spanish origin, whereas in the nonfarm population persons
of Spanish origin accounted for 5.7 percent of the total.

The farm population has fallen sharply since the early
1900's and is still declining. During this period, Black farm
residents have experienced higher rates of decline than
Whites. Nearly one-half of the total Black population lived

! Estimates of the farm population from 1920 to the prasent are
not strictly comparable due to definitional changes. Prior to 1960,
ferm residence was based essentially on selfddentification, i.e.,
raspondents themselves determined whether they lived on a farm.
From 1960 to the mid-1970's, the farm populstion was restricted to
persons living in rural territory and was identified nn the basis of
screage and doliar sales of farm products. A new farm definition,
announced in 1975 and introduced into this data series in last year's
ropso1n6°l&iminatad the acrsage requirement and set the sales cut-off
at $1,000.

1

7



ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

2

Table B. Farm and Nonfarni Population, by Race and Spanish Origin: 1979

(Numbers in thousands.

Figures are five-quarter averages centered on April)

Percent distribution:
Race
Total Farm Nonfarm Total Farm Nonfarm
All raceS e« -sccccrevnes 1215,309 6,241 209,067 100.0 100.0 100.0
White.........c.civeevrennnn 186,080 5,891 180,188 86.4 94.4 86.2
BlacK.e. .veoesecoocoonsvsccns 25,104 280 24,824 “11.7 4.5 11.9
Spanish origin?.............. 12,055 118 11,937 5.6 1.9 5.7

IThe total U.S. populhtion figure here differs from that shown in table A because the latter refers
to the total resident population, whereas this and other tables refer only to the civilian noninstitu-

tional population.
Zpersons of Spanish origin may be of any race.

on farms on 1920, compared to just over one-fourth of the
White population. By 1979, the proportions had fallen
dramatically to 1.1 percent of Blacks and 3.2 percent of
Whites (figure 1). During the 1970's, based on the previous
farm definition, the decline in the Black farm population
was 58 percent compared to a 19-percent decline among
White farm residents.

One reason for the particularly large drop among Black
farm residents has been the sharp decline in cotton and
tobacco tenant farming in this country. Blacks have
historically had a high representation among tenant farmers,
and the numbsar of such farms has fallen steadily since about
the mid-1930's. With mechanization and modernization of
cotton and tobacco farming, landowners have, for the most
part, ceased to employ tenant labor to produce their crops.?

Other factors related to the disproportionate drop in the
Black farm population include the marginal economic situa-
tion of this group, the older average age of Black farm
operators than White operators, and the smaller acreage and
sales of Black-operated farms.> These conclusions are based
on data from the 1974 Census of Agriculture and relate to
farm operators rather than to the farm resident population.
Howe.er, income data for farm resident families from the

2Data from the 1974 Census of Agriculture indicate a drop in
tenancy from 17.1 to 11.3 percent between 1964 and 1974 for all
farms, and a drop from 43.1 to 13.9 percent for farms operated by
Blacks and persons of races other than White. See also Calvin L. Beale,
"The Black American in Adgriculture,” in Mable M. Smythe, ed.,
The Black American Reference Book (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.:
Prentice-Hall, 1976).

3 Age of operator and acreage and value of products sold were
reported by race of operator in the 1974 Census of Agriculture,
Volume 1, for individual and family operations {sole proprietorships}
and for partnerships, which had annual sales of $2,500 or more.
Summary data from this source are as follows:

March 1979 Current Population Survey {CPS)} yield a similar
picture. The median income of Black farm families was only
two-fifths that of White farm families in 1978, and the pro-
portion of Black farm families in poverty was much hicher
(see later section on Income).

Age and sex. In 1979, there were 108 males on farms for
every 100 females, whereas in the nonfarm population there
were only 93 males per 100 females (table C). The lower

Table C. Farm and Nontarm Population,by Age and Sex: 1979

(Numbers in thousands. Five-quarter averages centered

Operators
Black and White
other races
Age of operator:
Percent 55 yeas's and cver . 63.1 43,3
Median age. . . . . years.. 56 3
Size of farm: ’
Percent under 140 acres . . 709 356.9
Median size . . . . acres.. 69 202
Value of products sold:
Percent under $20,000. . . 723 53.2
Medianvalue. . . - - - - - - $9,012 $18,279

on April)
Total Male Femaia
Age
Farm
NUMBER

All ageS...ccv.vivinnns 6.7 1 3,240 3,002
Under 20 years............... 2,086 1,066 1,020
20 to 34 years.........cu0nne 1,086 596 490
35 to 64 years........ccuheunn 2,342 1,201 1,144
65 years and over............ 727 378 349
Median age........c.oeveveres 34.1 33.5 34.7
PERCENT DISTRIBUTION '

All BB@S...ccvvennnnnne 100.0 100.0 100.0
Under 20 years..........c..0- 33.4 32.9 34.0
20 to 34 years.......cc00uns 17.4 18.4 16.3
35 to 64 years............ I 37.5 37.1 38.1
65 years and over............ 11.6 11.7 11.6

Nonfarm
NUMBER

All agesS.........ce0ee- 209,067 100, 659 108, 409
Under 20 years..........o...- 68,628 34,807 33,822
20 to 34 years.........i0..n 52,370 25,329 27,042
35 to 64 years.........coc0u. 65,570 31,333 34,237
65 years and over............ 22,500 9,192 13,307
Medfan age......c..coce.ceveons 29.8 28.7 30.9
PERCENT DISTRIBUTION

All ageS......cccoocoees 100.0 100.0 100.0
Under 20 years..........oe.. 32.8 34.6 31.2
20 to 34 years..........cc00e 25.0 25.2 24.9
35 to 64 years.........ec00.- 3l.4 31.1 31.6
65 years and Over............ 10.8 9.1 12.3




representation of females in the farm population, as com-

pared to the nonfarm population, is most pronounced among -

young adults in their twenties and again after age 60—when
women have the highest probabilities of being single and
widowed, respectively. The relatively high sex ratios for farm
residents at these ages probably reflect a tendency toward
increased outmigration of young farm women as they reach
maturity, and of older farm women upon the loss of a spouse.
As a result, a higher proportion of farm women, in com-
parison to nonfarm women, were married with husband
present and a lower proportion were separated, divorced,
or widowed (table D).

Tabile D. Percent Distribution of the arm and Nonfarm Popu-
lation, by Marital Status and Sex: March 1979

Sex and marital status Total Farm Nonfarm
Female, 14 jggrs

and over.............. 100.0 100.0 100.0

Single (never married)....... 24.2 23.4 24.2

Married, husband present..... 54.5 66.9 54.1

Married, husband absent...... 3.5 1.2 3.5

Widowed. ... ..covuiiiinnnninnns 11.8 7.7 11.9

Divorced. ... oot iuunrannnns 6.0 0.8 6.2
Male, 14 years and

(<372 100.0 100.0 160.0

" Single (never married)....... 31.1 31.7 31.1

Married, wife present........ 5¢2.6 63.1 59.5

Marriced, wife absent......... 2.6 1.3 2.7

WEAOWEd e vt e vt e 2.4%\ 1.9 2.4

Divorced.. ...vivvveiiivnnnenn. 4.3%¢ 2.1 4.4

Source: Data from the March 1979 Current Population
Survey.
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The farm population had an older age structure thai: “e
nonfarm population and thus a higher median age. In 197
the median age of the farm population was about 34 years,
as compared with about 30 years for nonfarm residents
{table C). Although there was no significant difference
in the proportions of children and teenagers, and of the
elderly (figure 2), the farm population had a lower proportion
of young adults (20 to 34 years) and a higher proportion of
middle-aged persons (35 10 64 years) than the nonfarm:
population.

Fertility. The fertility of farm women, with their relatively
large proportion married, continued to be higher than that
of nonfarm women. Data for June 1979 (table E) indicate
that the average number of children born to farm women 18
to 44 years of age (1,911 per 1,000 women) was significantly
higher than the average born to nonfarm women of com-
parable age (1,529 per 1,000 women).

For women 18 to 34 years of age reporting on birth
expectations in June 1979, expected lifetime births were
also higher for farm women than for nonfarm women. The
average number of lifetime births expected by farm women
in this age group was 2,349 per 1,000 women, compared to
an estimated 2,066 births per 1,000 nonfarm women. There
is some evidence that both the number of births to date and
the number of future births expected were higher for farm
than nonfarm women.

Distribution. The great majority of all farm residents lived
in nonmetropolitan counties; just 17 percent of the farm

FIGURE 2.
Farm and Nonfarm Population, by Age: 1979
Percent
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Table E. Fertility Characteristics of Farm and Nonfarm Women.

June 1979
Characteristice Total Farm Nonfarm
CHILDREN EVER BORN PER
1,000 WOMEN
Age of women:
Total, 18 to 44 years...... 1,538 1,911 1,529
18 to z4 years...... R 452 340 455
25 to 29 years....... . 1,214 1,562 1,208
30 to 34 years....... . 1,890 2,411 1,878
35 to 39 years....... . 2,569 2,942 2,558
40 to 44 years....... R 2,996 3,490 2,978
WOMEN 18 TO 34 YEARS OLD!
Birtks to date per 1,000
WOMEM . ae s vnmnvennnnrnnnnns N 1,144 1,301 1,140
Future births expected per
1,000 women ..... Ciicennasaee 928 1,048 926
Lifetime births expected per
1,000 women .ev:vvcnvnnn.s e 2,072 2,349 2,066

Ipata 1imited to women reporting on birth expectations.

Source:
Survey .

Data from the June 1979 Current Popilation
total lived within the boundaries of standard metropolitah
statistical areas (SMSA's) in 1979 (table F). In contrast, 69
percent of the nonfarm population lived within SMSA
boundaries. Metropolitan farm residents were primarily
concentrated in the smaller SMSA s—three-fourths resided
in the rural parts of areas of less than 1 million population
{table 3).

There was no statistically significant difference in the
metropolitan-nonmetropolitan distribution of the farm popu-

Table F. Percent Distribution of the Farm and Nonfarm
Population, by Race and Spanish Origin and
Metropolitan-Nonmetropolitan Residence:
1979

(Percentages are based on five-quirter averages centered on
April)

lation by race and Spanish origin. In 1979, 89 percent of
the Black farm population resided in nonmetropolitan
areas; the comparable proportion for Whites was 83 percent
and for persons of Spanksh origin, 85 percent. Among non-
farm residents, however, Blacks were more likely than their
Whiic counterparts to be in metropolitan areas, but iess
likely than the Spanish origin population.

ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS OF THE FARM
POPULATION

Labor force participation. In 1979, 3.2 million, or 64 percent,
of all farm residents 14 years old and over were in the labor
force, either employed or seeking work {table G). The labor

Table G. Employment Status of the Farm and Nenfarin Popu-
lation 14 Years Oid and Over, by Sex: 1979 '

{Numbers in thousands. Figures are five-quarter averages
centered on April)

Sex and employment status Farm Nonfarm
Both sexes..... Ve cananans 4,984 163,991

In labor force........ erereraia. . 3,180 100,980
Percent of total........ccvuann 63.8 61.6
Employed..s iouurnrnsaen besesensensaesn 3,113 94,862
Unemployed......s.unu- et et a e 66 6,118
Percent of labor force......... 2.1 6.1

Not in labor force...... Crrer e e 1,804 63,010
Male..... e s P 2, 602 77,646

In labor force..........-«a.. [ 2,124 58,248
Percent of total............ . 81.6 75.0
Employed..cucv.vumnuncrannas PP 2,094 55,097
Unemployed...c.cvuereumrnoraaannnrns . 30 3,151
Percent of labor force......... 1.4 5.4

Not in labor force....... eerraeasanaan 479 19,398
Female,..veuunrornn e i 2,381 86,345

In labor fOrce....civeeeerncnaurnnsnnns 1,056 42,733
Percont of total.........o.vuens 44.4 49.5
Employed......vcvurens e enar 1,019 39,765
Unemployed.......... e e r e ves 36 2,968
Percent of labor force......... 3.4 6.9

Not in labor force.......... et reenaan 1,326 43,612

Race and residence Total Farm Nonfarm
ALL RACES

United States.......... 100.0 100.0 100.0
Inside SMSA's .. .. ...l .. 67.5 17.0 69.0
Outside SMSA'S:. v ivnrnnnns 32.5 83.0 31.0
WHITE

United States.......... 100.0 100.0 100.0
Inside SMSA'S:-- . v r nnnnnn- 66.1 17.3 67.7
Outside SMSA"S.vc.uvrernnnnns 33.9 82.7 32.3
BLACK

United States.......... 100.0 100.0 100.0
Inside SMSA'S....u.vuruunens . 76.1 1.1 76.9
Outside SMSA'S.e. v ivrmunnnns 23.9 88.9 23.1
SPANISH ORIGIN?

United States.......... 100.0 100.0 100.0
Inside SMSA'S......... Ceenaan + 864.2 15.3 84.8
Outside SMSA'S:-:-uuremunvuens 15.8 84.7 15.2

1gMSA's refers to s‘:andard metropolitan statistical areas
as designated in the 1970 census publications. (See Appen-
dix A, Definitions and Explanations.)

2perasons of Spanish or'izin may be of any race.

force participation rate for farm residents was slightly higher
than the rate (62 percent) for nonfarm residents. This
difference can be accounted for by variations in the farm and
nonfarm participation rates by sex. Farm resident men had
a higher rate of labor force participation than nonfarm men.
On the other hand, although the labor force participation of
farm women had increased from 30 to 44 percent betv/een
1960 and 1979, their level still falis below that of nonfarm
women. About 49 percent of all nonfarm females 14 years
old and over were either working or looking for a job in 1979,

Labor force participation rates in 1979 for White and
Black farm residents were 64 percent and 57 percent,
respectively (table 5). However, this apparent disparity in
the leve! of labor force participation was not statistically
significant.

Agricultuial and nonagricultural employment. The total
number of persons employed solely, or primarily in the case
of multiple jobholders, in agriculture averaged 3,467,000
in 1979 (table H). in 0ontrast to earlier years, agricultural
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Table H. Farm'and Nonfarm Residents 14 Years Old and Over Empluyed in Agriculture, by Class oi Worker

and Sex: 1979

(Numbers in thousands.

Figures are five-quarter averages centered on April)

Percent distribution
Class of worker Both B Both "
sexes Male Female sexes Male Female
Total agricultural workers......... 3,467 2,769 698 100.0 100.0 100.0
Self-employed WOrkKers....eoeeiuieienneensn. 1,603 1,437 166 46,2 51.9 23.8
Wage and Salary WOrKerS..e.ee.vieneennaas 1, 506 1,192 313 43.4 43.0 44.8
Unpaid family workers......... Cetiantanans 358 140 218 10.3 5.1 31.2
Farm resident agricultural worke: s. 1,661 1,331 330 i00.0 100.0 100.0
Self-employed WOrKerS........uo.ououe.n. .. 1,040 944 96 62.6 70.9 29.1
Wage and salary workers.................. 341 282 58 20.5 21.2 17.6
Unpaid family workers.................... 260 105 175 16.9 7.9 53.0
Nonfarm resident agricul tural
WOT KOS vt vt i ve e s ttatnnnnereeeenes 1,806 1,438 368 100.0 100.0 100.0
Self-employed workers........ et 563 493 70 31.2 34.3 19.0
Wage and salary workers..........c..oe.n. 1,165 910 255 64.5 63.3 69.3
Unpaid family workers.........oueeeeoeevo.. 78 35 43 4.3 2.4 11.7

workers were just about as likely to live in nonfarm house-
holds as on a farm. In 1979, farm and nonfarm residents
constituted 48 percent and 52 percent of all agricultural
workers, respectively. Persons living on farms cumprised

75 percent of all agricultural workers in 1960 and 63 percent
in 1970. The decline in the proportion of agricultural workers
living on farms is largely due to the general trend among
farm wage workers to commute from nonfarm residences to
farm jobs. In 1979, about 3 out of every 4 wage and salary
agricultural workers did not reside on farms.

. Althougir farm residents overall were more likely to be
employed in agricultural than in nonagricultural industries,
there were significant differences by sex (table 4). Farm
Mmales were most often employed in agriculture (63 percent),
whereas employed farm females most often had a nonfarm
job (656 percent). The high representation: of farm females
engaged in nonagricultural work reflects, at least in part,
the importance of supplemental nonfarm income to farm
families. Data on income of farm operator famiiies by major
source of income reveal that in 1978, about two-fifths of the
total income for farms with agricultursl product sales of
$2,500 and over came from nonfarm sources.*

Employment in nonagricuitural industries was more
prevalent for farm residents in the Southern States than for
persons on farms in the combined Northern and Western
States. In 1979, 53 percent of the southerr: farm resident
labor force worked in nonfarm jobs; outside the South,
the proportion was 42 percent. This regional disparity
reflects not only the need for supplemental income be-
cause of a large number of low-income farms in the South,
but also the increased avzilability of nonfarm job oppor-

e ———

4 U.S. Department of Agriculture, Farm Income Statistics, Statis-
tical Bulletin No. 627, Econcmics, Statistics, and Cooperatives Service,
Oct. 1979, .
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tunities. According to the 1974 agricultural census, 47
percent of all southern farm operators sperit half or more of
their work time at nonfarm occupations. In contrast, only 31
percent of the farm operators in the Northern arnd Western
States, indicated that farming was not their principal
occupation.

Siass of worker. Of the 1.7 million farm residents employed
in agriculture in 1979, about three-fifths were self-employed
(table H and figure 3). The dominance of self-employment
as the major class of work pertained only to farm males,
however, as about half of farm women employed in agri-
culture were unpaid family workers. Although they are
more often classified as unpaid farily workers, farm women
are an important source of labor.

The majority of persons self-emplcyed in agriculture are
farm residents, but as for farm wuge and salary workers, a
sizeable proportion do not live on a farm. Of the 1.6 million
persons whao:2 sole or primary work in 1979 was self-
employment i agriculture, 35 percent had a nonfarm resi-
dence (table H). Data from the census of agrizulture on farm
operators, who comprise the great bulk of persons selfe
employed in agriculture, reveal that most nonresident farm
operators live in urhan areas. In 1974, three-fourths of
the operators who did net live on a farm rasided in cities,
towns, and other urban areas; the remaining fourth lived in
rural areas.’

There were about 1.5 million persons who resided on farms
and worked in nonagricultural industries in 1979. These farm

resident nonagricultural employees were predominantly
wage and salary workers (figure 3), regardless of their sex or
region of residence (table 6).

SU.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census. 1974
Census of Agriculture. Unjted States: Summary and State Data.
Vol. 1, Pt. 5%, Washington, D.C. 1977.
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Unemployment. The rate of unemployment (the proportion
of the civilian labor force currently without a job and looking
for work) was relatively low in the farm population. In 1979,
about 2 percent of the labor force living on farms was
unemployed; the comparsbie rate in the ncifarm popula-
tion was 6 percent (table G). The high incidence of holding
twe or more jobs among persons employed in agriculture
is thought to contribute to lower unemployment amcng
farm residents. For examplz, when a farm operator with dual
employment loses his nonfarm job, that person is stili
counted as employed on the basis of farm work. In 1978,
905,000 multiple jobholders, one-fifth of the national total,
had at least one job in agriculture. Of this group, two-thirds
combined a primary job as a nonagricultural wage and salary
worker with self-employment in agriculture—mainiy on their
own farms—as a secondary job.’

Although there is soime evidence of racial disparity in the
farm unemployment rates, the rates for both Whites and
Blacks were lower than the corresponding rates for the
nonfarm population. 'n 1979, the rates of unempioyment for
White anie! Black faria residents were 2 percent and 6 percent,
respectively (table 5). Although the data are not shown in
the tables, the comparable nonfarm rates were 5 percent for
Whites and 13 percent for Blacks.

Income. Data from the March 1979 CPS showed that familizs
residing on farms experienced a largey increase in real income
than did nonfarm families between 1977 and 1978. The

$U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Multiple
Jobholders, in May 1978, Special Labor Force Report 221, 1£,79,
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1978 median income for farm families represented a 16.5-
percent increass in real terms over the 1977 median, whereas
the median for nonfarm families iepreserited only a 2.1-
percent increase. Nevertheless, the median income of farm
families continued to iag behind that of nonfarm families.

Table |. Income Characaristics of Farm and Nonfarm Families:
1978

(Families as of March 1979)

Family income Total Tara Nonfarm
Total fanilies..thousands.. 57,804 1,703 56,101
Families by 1976 income...crevrse 100.0 170.0 100.0
Less than $4,000 or 10€S....... 5.6 9.8 5.4
$4,000 to $6,599...c0rieeracene 8.¢ 10.1 8.6
$7,000 to $9,999....0verenannne 9.4 10.6 9.8
$10,000 to $14,999......00uane- 16.7 17.8 16.7
$15,000 to $19,999.....00c0nsrs 16.9 15.3 16.9
$20,000 to $24,999.....v0innnen 1.7 12.% 14.6
$25.000 and OVEr. ... venrnene.n 2.9 24.3 28.0
Median Frmily Income
(1978 dollurs)
Current definition:
1978, eieecnnnnarnnennnenanaes 17,639 | 15,339 17,710
1977 ceniiererenanronneancncnes 17,225{ 13,165 17, 352
Previous definition:
1978 v eriernncraaroareoncnnnns 17,639 | 15,283 17,731
17,225) 13,597 17,367
17,127 | 13,359 17,256
16,6147 13,139 16,754
17,054 ; 14,031 17,178
17.675} 14,740 17,831
17,319] 13,798 17,502
16,553{ - 11,582 16,801
16,5621 11,330 16,811




In 1978, the median income for farm families was $15,339,
only 87 percent of the $17,710 median for nonfarm families
{table 1).

There is a particularly sharp contrast in income levels by
race within the farm population. Although not shown in
the tables, the median income of Black farm families under
the previous farm definition was $6,813 in 1978, only about
two-fifths of the $15,562 median for White farm families.
The proportion of. Black farm families below the poverty
level was 36 percent, about.3.5 times higher than that for
White farm families.”

RELATED REPORTS

Comparable figures for 1978 appear in Current Population
Reports, Farm Population of the United States: 1978,

"See Current Population Reports, Series P-60, No. 120, Money
Income and Poverty Status of Families and Persons in the United
States: 1978 (Advance Report).

7

Series P-27, No. 52, and earlier reports published annually
begirining in 1961,

Beginning'with 1972, the data are nct strictly comparable
with data for earlier years because of adjustments in sample
design and survey procedures occasionec by 1970 census
data. Application of 1972 procedures to data for March 1970
lowered the farm population 14 years old and over by about
75,000. In 1976, revisions were made in the processing pro-
cedure for determining farm-nonfarm residence of the rural
population. The revisions lowered th: total farm population
by an estimated 130,000. in 1978, a new tarm definition was
introduced into the data series. The effects are examined in
detail in Series P-27, No. 52.

Althiough not fully comparable with the Current Popu-
lation Survey, farm population figures for 1970 for the
United States, States, and counties appear in chapter C of
1970 Census of Popuiation Volume 1, Characteristics of the
Population; characteristics of the farm population by State
are presented in chapter D.
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Table 1. Farm Population, by Race and Spanish Origin and Sex, for Broad Age Groups: 1979 and 1978

(Numbers in thousands.
see text)

Figures are five-quarter averages centersd on April.

For meaning of symbols,

RIC

Percent distribution
Both sexes Male Female
Race and age Both sexes Male Female
1979 1978 1979 | 1978 1979 1978 1979 1978 1979 1978 1979 1978
All races...... 6,241 6,501 3,240} 3,396 3,002} 3,105 100.0] 100.0}| 100.0| 100.0| 100.0 100.0
Under 14 years....... 1,258 1,315 637 681 621 634| 20.2} 20.2 e, 74 20.1) 20.7 20.4
14 years and over....| 4,984{ 5,186} 2,602 2,715} 2,381 2,472 79.9| 79.8} 8. ] 79.5] 79.3 79.6
White..oo.oveennns 5,891} 6,064} 3,053] 3,165/ 2,838} 2,899 | 100.0( 100.0} 100.0] 100.0 100.0 100.0
Under 14 years....... 1,167 | 1,198 592 624 575 574 19.8] 19.8| 19.4| 19.7| 20.3 19.8
14 years and over....| 4,725} 4,866 2,461} 2,541} 2,263 | 2,325 80.2| 80.2| 8c.6| 80.3| 79.7 80.2
BlacK.eo.coveoons 280 349 146 186 134 163| 100.0| 100.0| 100.0| 100.0} 100.0 100.0
Under 14 years....... 75 98 36 46 40 s2| 26.8| 28.1| 24.7| 24.7| 29.9 31.9
14 years and over.... 205 252 110 140 94 112 73.2}1 72.2| 75.3| 75.3}| 70.1 68.1
Spanish origiql.. 118 90 62 53 56 37| 100.0] 100.90. (B) (B) (B) (B)
Under 14 years....... 46 26 22 15 24 11| 39.0] 28.9 (B) (B) (B> (B)
14 years and over.... 72 64 41 38 31 26| 61.07 71.1 (B) (B) (B) (B)
lparsons of Spanish origin may be of any race.
Table 2. Farm Population, by Age and Sex: 1979
(Numbers in thousands. Figurcs are five—quarter averages centered on April)
Percent distribution
Age
Both sexes Male Female Both sexes Male Female
All BEES.v.creerorooooons 6,241 3,240 3,002 100.0 100.0 100.0
Under 14 years........c.......e. 1,258 637 621 20.2 19.7 20.7
4 t0 19 YEAYS ...t ieriiecrenonn 828 429 399 13.3 13.2 13.3
20 to 24 years.......cevereenns 459 263 196 7.4 8.1 6.5
25 t0 29 yeArS.....ceeecraecinn 314 182 132 5.0 5.6 4.4
30 to 34 years...ceceiecionanon 313 151 162 5.0 4.7 5.4
35 t0 39 years......oce00coey- 363 177 187 5.8 5.5 6.2
40 to 44 years......eeaeionaonan 361 179 183 5.8 5.5 6.1
45 to 49 years....c.ceeiennconas 362 185 177 5.8 5.7 5.9
50 to 54 years..:i....eeeveaonee 439 219 220 7.0 6.8 7.3
55 to 59 years........e 0. 000 446 231 215 7.1 7.1 7.2
60 to 64 years......cc.eernaaon 371 210 162 5.9 6.5 5.4
65 years and OVeX......coceveee 727 378 349 11.6 11.7 11.6
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Teble 3. Metropolitan and Nonmetropolitan Residence of the Farm and Nonfarm Population, by Race
and Spanish Origin: 1979

(Numbers in thousands. Figures are five-quarter averages centered on April)

Percent distribution
Race and residence
Total Farm Nonfarm Total Farm Nonfarm
ALL RACES
United States......ceoevevuns. 1215,309 ] 6,241 209,067 100.0 100.0 100.0
Inside SMSA'S2..ueernnniennnnnnnns 145,382 1,061 144,320 67.5 17.0 69.0
SMSA's of 1 million or more...... 82,669 264 82,405 38.4 4.2 39.4
SMSA's of less than 1 millinrn.... 62,713 797 61,916 29.1 12.8 29.6
Outside SMSA'S.::seseasennnnnncnnns 69,927 5,180 64,747 32.5 83.0 31.0
WHITE
United States.........c0.0... 186,080 5,891 180,188 100.0 100.0 100.0
Inside SMSA'S:issseerarnneeesnnnnns 123,064 1,022 122,042 66.1 17.3 67.7
SMSA's of 1 million or more...... 68,226 260 67,966 36.7 4.4 37.7
SMSA's of less than 1 million.... 54,838 762 54,076 29.5 12.9 30.0
Outside SMSA'S.. .. vetnveeceneeons 63,016 4,869 58,146 33.9 82.7 32.3
BLACK
United States........ce00evee 25,104 280 24,824 100.0 100.0 100.0
Inside SMSA'S.ivevnvenrennnennnnnnn 19,110 31 19,079 76.1 11.1 76.9
SMSA's of 1 million or more...... 12,366 1 12,365 49.3 0.4 49.8
SMSA's of less than 1 million.... 6,744 30 6,714 26.9 10.7 27.0
Outside SMSA'S8...vvcereeeennensnnne 5,994 249 5,745 23.9 88.9 23.1
SPANISH ORIGIN?
United States........cc0ueues 12,055 118 11,937 100.0 100.0 100.0
Inside SMSA'S. v .. vvvuencoerosncns 10,145 18 10.128 84.2 15.3 84.8
SMSA's of 1 million or more...... 6,730 6 6,724 55.8 5.1 56.3
SMSA's of less than 1 million.... 3,415 12 3,403 28.3 10.2 28.5
Outside SMSA'S..seeeueennne ciesnans 1,909 100 1,809 15.8 84.7 15.2

1The total U.S. populaticn figure shown here differs from that shown in table A because the latter
refers to the total resident population, whereas this and other tables refer only to the civilian noninsti-

tutional population.

2SMSA s refers to standard metropolitan statistical areas as designated in the 1970 census publications,

see "Definitions and Explanations.’

3persons of Spanish origin may be of any race.

15
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Table 4. Employment Status of the Farm Population 14 Years Old and Over, by Sex, 1979 and 1978,
and by Region: 1979

(Numbers in thousands. Figures are five-quarter averages centered on April)

Percent distribution
North
United States and South North
Sex and employment status West United States and South’
West

1979 1978 1979 1979 1979 1978 1979 1979
BOth S@XESee.voerereroasosoans . 4,984 5,186 3,189 1,795 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
In 1abor fOrCe..cc.ossseososiecorss 3,180 3,273 2,078 1,102 63.8 63.1 65.2 61.4
Not in labor force....:..ececeeooon 1,804 1,914 1,111 693 36.2 36.9 34.8 38.6
In labor fOrCe......ocvvivorasnonss 3,180 3,273 2,078 1,102 100.0 100.0 1cU.0 100.0
EMpPloyed..cceessceoissescncssaans 3,113 3,199 2,041 1,072 97.9 97.7 98.2 97.3
Agriculture.......c.oees0eensaes 1,661 1,774 1,176 484 52.2 54.2 56.6 43.9
Nonagricultural industries..... 1,453 1,426 866 587 45.7 43.6 41.7 53.3
Unemployed.....coceeeeccossocccsns 66 73 37 30 2.1 2.2 1.8 2.7
Male:seeosooonsooons cesesaaens 2,602 2,715 1,666 936 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
In labor fOrCe....ooesssvecocsnssns 2,124 2,211 1,390 734 81.6 81.4 83.4 78.4
Not in 1abor fOrce.....eeesvvveonss 479 504 276 202 18.4 ) 18.6 16.6 21.6
In 1abor fOrCe..ov.ttceenosetrrvnns 2,124 2,211 1,390 734 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Employed..... tetesesseesssesseans 2,094 2,179 1,374 720 98.6 98.6 98.8 98.1
Agriculture......... et sccans 1,331 1,430 931 401 62.7 64.7 67.0 54.6
Nonagricultural industries..... 763 749 444 319 35.9 33.9 31.9 43.5
Unemployed:.oeee oeeeeeorasssaans 30 32 16 14 1.4 1.4 1.2 1.9
FemMale.ooierivonssensons sase 2,381 2,472 1,522 859 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
In 1labor fOrce....oevvovccooscsnnns 1,056 1,061 687 368 44 .4 42.9 45.1 42.8
Not 1in labor fOorce..........oeeeo.s 1,326 1,410 834 491 55.7 57.0 54.5 | 57.2
In 1labor fOrCe....eovvvuvvonceseens 1,056 1,061 687 368 100.0 100.0n 100.0 100.0
EMpPLOyed.se.veeoecosssscccronnnans . 1,019 1,020 667 351 96.5 96.1 97.1 95.4
Agriculture.......... et 330 344 246 84 31.3 32.4 35.8 22.8
Nonagricultural indusiries..... 690 676 422 268 65.3 63.7 61.4 72.8
Unemployed.. . .oovoevverncaranonans 36 41 20 16 3.4 3.9 2.9 4.3

16
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Tabie 5. Employment Status of the Farm Population 14 Years Oid and Over, by Race and Sex, for Regions: 1979

(Numbers in thousands. Figures are five-quarter averages centered on April.

see text)

For meaning of symbols,

Race, sex, and employment status

Percent distribution

Uni ted North United North

States and West South States and West South

WHITE
Both SEXES.....vooeevvoosennn 4,725 3,137 1,588 100.0 100.0 100.0
It 1abor fOrCe....oevoveveevnsonvons 3,039 2,052 987 64.3 65.4 62.2
Not in 1labor forCe...ccee.vvvonsvass 1,686 1,085 601 35.7 34.6 37.8
In 1abor fOrCe...ccvivecessnsonssss 3,039 2,052 987 100.0 100.0 100.0
Employed......oovveerennnssssssss 2,981 2,016 965 98.1 98.2 97.8
Agriculture........coo0vs000s0s 1,590 1,161 429 52.3 56.6 43.5
Nonagricultural industries..... 1,391 856 536 45.8 41.7 54.3
Unemployed. « o .o cvereoreversronnns 57 35 22 .9 1.7 2.2
Male . v.cueeooorvonssosnssson 2,461 1,636 825 100.0 .100.0 100.0
In 1labor fOorCe.....v.veeecovesansss 2,022 1,370 652 82.2 83.7 79.0
Not in labor force........ooe00cees 440 266 173 17.9 16.3 21.0
In 1abor fOrCe..eeeeccarvvosroscsnns 2,022 1,370 652 100.0 100.0 100.0
EMPlOyedee.oeceerascenrssnnnsonre 1,997 1,354 643 98.8 98.8 98.6
Agriculture .. .ooeceeerroncnoson 1,270 918 352 62.8 67.0 54.0
Nonugricultural industries..... 727 437 291 36.0 31.6 44.6
Unemployed...oovesiirneennoosonne 25 15 9 1.2 1.1 1.4
FEMale.oo.veoerovsesoonnssons 2,263 1,501 763 100.0 100.0 100.0
In 1labor fOorCe ..o vvevercancnnsans 1,017 (82 335 44.9 45.4 43.9
Not in 1abor force........ceee.veees 1,246 819 428 55.1 54.6 56.1
In labor fOrCe. ... coeuevsssnnnnnns 1,017 682 335 100.0 100.0 100.0
EmMpPloyed...o.vverunrnnascnnnvanse . 984 663 322 96.8 97.2 96.1
Agriculture.......ovuveececocns 320 243 77 31.5 35.6 23.0
Nonagricultural industries..... 664 418 245 65.3 61.3 73.1
Unemployed..o..vovieeennnnononnns 33 20 13 3.2 2.9 3.9

BLACK
BOth SEXESee-vcoesecosenrnanns 205 5 199 160.0 (B) 100.0
In 12bor fOrCEe....v..cvocessnsoasss 116 5 112 56.5 (B) 56.3
Not in labor force........ceeeeuee. 89 2 87 43.4 8) 43.7
In 1abor fOrCE.vesreeesenonvssoonss 116 5 112 100.0 (B) 100.0
EMPloyed......cvseensrcenssansnons 108 5 104 93.1 (B) 92.9
Agriculture........cveevviaaonn - 57 4 54 49,1 (B) 48.2
Nonagricultural industries..... 51 1 50 44.0 (B) 44,6
Unemployed..eeeeeercrosrosonssons 7 - 8 6.0 (B) 7.1
MBlE .o venooonnooooonnnnnns 110 4 107 100.0 (B) 100.0
In 1abor FOTrCE . v veuconocosarssas 83 3 80 75.5 (B) 74.8
Not in labor force........eecueeess 28 1 27 25.5 (B) 25.2

In 1abor fOrCE....covveoevssaasonns 83 3 80 100.0 (B) 100.0

Employed.ceseeesccensaanns Ceeeees 79 3 75 95.2 (B) 93.8
Agriculture.......ocooecuvsnses 50 3 47 60.2 (B) 58.8
Nonagricul tural industries..... 29 - 28 1. 34.9 (B) 35.0
Unemployed.....ovevonosconscocans 4 - 4 4.8 (B) 5.0
FOMAle . evnnunvrnrennesnnons 9% 2 92 100.0 (B) 100.0
In 1labor fOrCe....e.iouveoonooconss 33 1 32 35.1 (B) 34.8
Not in labor force..........eoooeeee 61 1 60 64.9 (B) 65.2
In labor force....eoecvveovens PN 33 1 32 (B) (B) (B)
EMPLOYed.cesvseronconceossossonss 30 1 29 (B) (B) (B)
Agriculture........co0cecvensnnn 7 1 7 (B) (B) (B)
Nonagricultural industries..... 23 1 22 (B) (B) (B)
3 - 3 (B) (B) (B)

Unemployed....ceoiveeveessosce e
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Table 6. Farm Residents 14 Years Old and Over Employed in Agriculture and Nonagricultural Industries, by Class

of Worker and Sex, 1979 and 1978, and for Regions: 1979

(Numbers in thousands. Figures are five-quarter averages centered on April.

gee text)

For meaning of symbols,

Percent distribution

North
United States and South North
Sex and class of worker West United States and South
West
1979 1978 1979 1979 1979 1978 1979 1979
TOTAL AGRICULTURAIL WORKERS
BOoth 8€XE8...coveeenoeencenns 1,661 1,774 1,176 484 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Self-employed WOrKers......eoecucss 1,040 1,086 744 296 62.6 61.2 63.3 61.2
Wage snd salary workeévsS............ 341 383 206 135 20.5 21.6 17.5 27.9
Unpaicd family workers.............. 280 305 226 54 16.9 17.2 19.2 11.2
Male . .ceoeososnranresonnonssse 1,331 1,430 931 401 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Self-rmployed workers...... et erees 944 996 678 266 70.9 69.7 72.8 66.3
Wage and salary workers............ 282 322 168 114 21.2 22.5 18.0 28.4
Unpaid family workers.............. 105 112 85 20 7.9 7.8 9.1 5.0
Female .. oreeeeeerononnnsoennns 330 344 246 84 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Self-employed workers.............. 96 90 66 29 29.1 26.2 26.8 34.5
Wage and salary workers............ 58 61 38 21 17.6 17.7 15.4 25.0
Unpaid family workers.............. 175 193 142 34 53.0 56.1 57.7 40.5
TOTAL NONAGRICULTURAL WORKERS
Both S€XES....000000000. N 1,453 1,426 866 587 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Self-employed workers.............. 146 136 86 59 10.0 9.5 9.9 10.1
Wage and salary workers............ 1,292 1,276 770 522 88.9 89.5 88.9 88.9
Unpaid family workers.............. 15 13 8 7 1.0 0.9 0.9 1.2
Male...orovevsnnnns recensens . 763 749 444 319 100.0 100.0 100.¢ 100.0
Self-employed workers......... e 101 93 60 42 13.2 12.4 13.4 13.2
Wage and salary workers............ 660 656 384 277 86.5 87.6 86.5 86.8
Unpaid family workers.............. 1 - 1 1 0.1 - 0.2 0.3
Female..oveeerrnvroonncennasonsns 690 676 47.2 268 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Self-employed workers...%......... . 44 43 27 17 6.4 6.4 6.4 6.3
Wage and salary workers............ 632 620 %88 245 91.6 91.7 91.9 91.4
Unpaid family workers.............. 13 - 13 7 6 1.9 1.9 1.7 2.2
18
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Table 7. Farm Residents 14 Years Old and Over Employed in Agriculture and Nonagricultural

industries, by Class of Worker, Race, and Sex, for Regions: 1979

(Numbers in tbousands. Figures are five-quarter averages centered on April,

For meaning of #,mbols, gee text)

13

Percent distribution

Agricul tural Nonagricul tural
workers workers Agricultural Nonagricultural
Race, sex, and class workers workers
of worker :

North North North North

United and United and United and United and
States West South | States West South | States West South | States West South

WHITE
Both sexes...... v 1,590 1,161 429 1,39 856 536 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Self-employed workers.... 1,020 739 282 143 83 58 64.2 63.7 65.7 10.3 9.9 10.8
Wage and salary workers.. 293 198 95| 1,233 763 471 18.4 17.1 22.1 §8.6 89.1 87.9
Unpaid family workers.... 277 225 52 15 8 7 17.4 19.4 12.1 1.1 0.9 1.3
Mal€:ioo. v ivonnonsns 1,270 918 352 727 437 291 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 109.0
Self-employed workers.... 926 672 254 100 60 40 72.9 73.2 72.2 13.8 13.7 13.7
Wage and salary workers.. 240 161 79 626 377 249 18.9 17.5 22.4 86.1 86.3 85.68
Unpaid family workers.... 103 84 19 1 1 1 8.1 2.2 5.4 0.1 0.2 0.3
Female.o..ovvevoernns 320 243 77 664 418 245 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.G
Self-employed workers.... 94 66 28 44 27 18 29.4 27.2 36.4 6.6 6.5 7.3
Wage and salary workers.. 52 37 16 607 385 222 16.3 15.2 20.8 91.4 92.1 \90.6
Unpaid family workers.... 174 142 33 13 7 6 54.4 58.4 42.9 2.0 1.7 2.4
BLACK

Both sexes......... 57 4 54 51 1 50 (B) (B) (B) (B) (B) (B)
Self-employed workers.... 14 1 13 1 - 1 (B) (B) (B) (B) (B) (B)
Wage and salary workers.. 42 3 39 50 1 49 (B) (B) (B) (B) (B) (B}
Unpaild family workers.... 2 - 2 - - - (B) (B) (B) (B) (B) (B)
Male........ Ceeessees 50 3 47 29 - 28 (B) (B) (B) (B) (B) (B)
Self-employed workers.... 13 1 12 1 - 1 (B) (B) (B) (B) (B) (B)
Wage and salary workers.. 36 2 34 28 - 27 (B) (B) (B) (B) (B) (B)
Unpaid family workersg.... 1 - 1 - - - (B) (B) (B) (B) (B) (B)
Female........ 7 1 7 23 1 22 (B) (B) (B) (B) (B) (B)
Self-employed workers.... 1 - 1 - - - (B) (B) (B) (B) (B) (B)
Wage and salary workers.. 6 1 5 23 1 22 (B) (B) (B) (B) (B) (B)
Unpaid family workers.... 1 - 1 - - - (B) (B) (B) (B) (B) (B)
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Appendix A. Definitions and Explanations

Population coverage. With the exception of the total popula-
tion shown in table A, all figures in this report relate to the
civilian noninstitutional population. The total population
shown in table B (215, 309,000) differs from the estimated
April 1, 1979 total civilian population (219,611,000} chiefly
in excluding the institutional population.

Farm population. In the Current Population Survey, the farm
population-as currently defined consists of all persons living
in rural territory on places from which $1,000 or more of
agricultural products were sold, or normally would have been
sold, in the reporting year (for the CPS the preceding 12
months). Persons in institutions, summer camps, motels,
and tourist camps, and those living on rented places where
no land is used for farming, are classified as nonfarm.

Under the previous farm definition, in use in this data
series from 1960 through 1977, the farm population consists
of all persons living in rural territory on places of 10 or more
acres if at least $60 worth of agricultural products were sold
from the place in the reporting year. |t also includes those
living ori places of under 10 acres if at least $250 worth of
agricu!taral products were sold from the place in the reporting
year.

Farm residence under the current and previous farm
definitions was determined in the Current Population Survey
by the responses to two questions. Owners (and renters) are
first asked ''Does this place (you rent) have 10 or more
acres?”’ They are then asked “During the past 12 months,
how much did sales of crops, livestock and other farm
products from this place amount to?"” The respondents are
given a choice of four answers: ““$1,000 or more,’’ ""$250
" to $499,” ''$567 to $249,"” and “'tInder $50."

Farms locaw.d within the boundaries of urban territory,
comprising a small minority of all farms, are not treated as
farms for population census purposes, and their population
is not included in the farm population. Urban territory in-
cludes all places with a population 2,500 or more and the
densely settled urbanized fringe areas around cities of 50,000
or more. Beginning with the 1972 estimate, the estimated
farm population is limited to the rural territory as deter-
" mined in the 1970 Census of Population. In the Current
Population Surveys of 1963 through 1971, the urban-rural
boundaries used were those of the 1960 Census of Popula-
tion and did not take into account the annexations and
other substantial expansions of urban territory that were in-
corporated into the 1970 Census of Population. The net
effect was to i:lassify an unknown number of persons as

"~ rural farm in the Current Population Surveys of 1970 and

1971 who were treated as urban {and hence nonfarm) in the
1970 census as weall as in the Current Population Surveys
beginning in 1972,

14

Nonfarm population. The nonfarm population comorises all
persons living in urban areas and all rural persons not on
farms.

Five-quarter averages centered on April. April-centered annual
averages of the farm population for the years 1970 through
1979 weie comiputed by using data for the five quarters cen-
tered on the April date for which the estimate was being pre-
pared. For example, for April 1979, quarterly estimates fcr
the months of October 1978, and January, April, July, and
October 1979, were used with a weight of one-eighth given
to each of the two October estimates and a weight of one-
fourth to each of the estimates for the other 3 months. One
reason for the choice of April as the date for centering pop-
ulation estimates is that this is the decennial czinsus month.

April-centered annual averages for persons under 14 years
by race and sex, and for persons 14 years old and over, by
race, sex, age, labor force characteristics, and region were
also computed for 1979 by using data for the specified char-
acteristics for the five quarters centered on April 1979,

Metropolitan-nonmetropolitan residence. The population
residing in standard metropolitan statistical areas (SMSA’s)
constitutes the metropolitan population. The metropolitan
population in this report is based on SMSA's as defined in
the 1970 population census publications and does not in-
clude any subsequent additions or changes. For the 1970
census, except in New England, an SMSA was defined as a
county or group of contiquous counties which contains at
least one city of 50,000 inhabitants or more, or '‘twin cities’
with a combined population of at least 50,000. In addition
to the county, or counties, containing such a city or cities,
contiguous counties were included in an SMSA if, according
to certain criteria, they were essentially metropolitan in
character and were socially and economically integrated with .
the central county. In New England, SMSA’s consist of
towns and cities, rather than counties. ’

Geographic regions. The major regions of the United States
for which data are presented represent groups of States, as
foliovys:

North and West: Northeast, North Central, and West
regions combined. ‘_

Northeast: Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, New
Hampshire, New Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania, Rhode
Island, Vermont.

North Central: lllinois, Indiana, lowa, Kansas, Michi-
gan, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, North Dakota, Ohio,
South Dakota, Wisconsin.

Waest: Alaska, Arizona, California, Colorado, Hawaii,
Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, Oregon, Utah, Wash-
ington, Wyoming.
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South: Alabama, Arkansas, Delaware, District of Co-
lumbia, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maryland,
Mississippi, North Carolina, Oklahoma, South Carolina,
Tennessee, Texas, Virginia, West Virginia,

Age. The age classification is based on the age of the person
at last birthday.

Race. The population js divided into three groups on the
basis of race: White, Black, and "other races.” The last
category includes Indians, Japanese, Chinese, and any other
race except White and Black.

Persons of Spanish origin. Persons of Spanish origin in this
report were determined on the basis of a question that asked
for self-identification of the person’s origin or descent.
Respondents were asked to select their origin (or the origin
of some other household member) from a “‘flash card"
listing ethnic origins. Persons of Spanish origin, in particular,
were those who indicated that their origin was Mexican,
Puerto Rican, Cuban, Central or Soutn American, or some
other Spanish origin. It should be noted that persons of
Spanish origin can be of any race.

Marital status. The marital status classification identifies four
major categories: single (never married), married, widowed,
and divorced. These terms refer to the marital status at the
time of the enumeration.

The category ‘married’’ is divided into ““married, spouse
present,’’ and '‘married, spouse absent.”” A person was classi-
fied as "“married, spouse present’ .if the husband or wife
was reported as a member of the household, even though he
or she may have been temporarily absent on business or on
vacation, visiting, in a hospital, etc., at the time of the
enumeration. Persons reported as “‘married, spouse absent'’
include those with legal separations, those living apart with
intentions of obtaining a divorce, and other persons per-
manently or temporarily separated because of marital discord.
The category also includes married persons living apart
because either the husband or wife was :mployed and living
at a considerable distance from home, was serving away from
home in the Armed Forces, had moved to another area, or hac
a different place of residence for any other reason except
separation as defined above.

Children ever born. The term ‘“children ever born’’ refers to the
total number of live births reported by women. included in
the number are children born to the woman before her present
nrriage, children no longer living, and children away from
home, as well as children who were still living in the home.

Births to date. In the data on birth expectations in table E,
the number of ‘'births to date’ has the same meaning as the
number of children ever born.

Future births expected. In the data on birth expectations in
table E, the number of "future births expected’’ refers to
any births a woman expects in addition to the children she
has already borne, if any.

Lifetime births expected. In the data on birth expectations in
table E, the number of “lifetime births expected refers to the
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sum of births to date and future births expected. The sum
represents the total number of births a woman expects during
her lifetime.

Labor force and employment status. The definitions of labor
force and employment status in this report relate to the
population 14 years old and over.

Labor force. Persons are classified as in the labor force
if they were employed as civilians, unemployed, or in the
Armed Forces during the survey week. The “civilian labor
force’ is comprised of all civilians classified as employed or
unemployed. ’

Employed. Employed persons comprise (1) =ll civilians
who, during the specified week, did any work at all as paid
employees or in their own business or profession, or on their
own farm, or who worked 15 hours or more as unpaid
workers on a farm or in a business operated by a member of
the family, and (2) all those who were not working but who
had jobs or businesses from which they were temporarily
absent because of illness, bad weather, vacation, or labor-
management dispute, or because they were taking time off
for personal reasons, whether or not they were paid by their
employers for time off, and whether or not they were seeking
other jobs. Excluded from the employed group are persons
whose only activity consisted of work around the house
{(such as own home housework, painting or repairing own
home, etc.) or volunteer work for religious, charitable, and
similar organizations.

Unemp!oyed. Unemployed persons are those civilianswho,
duriny the survey week, had no employment but were
available for work and (1) had engaged in any specific job-
seeking activity within the past 4 weeks, such as registering
at a public or private employment office, meeting with pro-
spective employers, checking with friends or relatives, placing
or answering advertisements, writing letters of application,
or being on a union or professional register; (2) were waiting
to be called back to a job from which they had been laid off;
or (3) were waiting to report to a new wage or salary job
within 30 days.

Not in the labor force. All civilians 14 years old and over
who are not classified as employed or unemployed are de-
fined as “not in the labor force.” This group who are neither
employed nor seeking work includes persons engagad only in
own home housework, attending sechool, or unable to work
because of long-term physical or menial illness; persons who
are retired or too old to work; seasonal workers for whom
the survey week fell in an off season; and the voluntarily
idle. Persons doing only unpaid family work (less than 15
hours during the week surveyed) are also classified as not in
the labor force.

Agriculture. The industry category “‘agriculture’ is somewhat
more inclusive than the total of the two major occupation
groups, "farmers and farm managers’’ and ‘‘farm laborers
and supervisors.”” It also includes (1) persons employed on
farms in occupations such as truck driver, mechanic, and
bookkeeper, and (2) persons engaged in certain activities
other than strictly farm operation such as cotton ginning,
contract farm services, veterinary and breeding services,
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hatcheries, experimental stations, greenhouses, landscape
gardening, tree service, trapping, hunting preserves, and
kennels.

Nonagricultural industries. This category includes all in-
dustries not specifically classed under agriculture.

Multiple jobs. Persons with two or more jobs during the
survey week were classified as employed in the industry in
which they worked the greatest number of hours during the
week. Consequently, some of the persons shown in this
report as engaged in nonagricultural activities also engaged in
agriculture and vice versa.

Class of Worker:

Seclf-employed workers. Persons who worked for profit or
fees in their own business, profession, or trade, or who oper-
ated a farm either as an owner or tenant.

Wage and salary workers. Persons who worked for any gov-
ernmental unit or private employer for wages, salary, com-
mission, tips, pay '‘in kind,” or at piece rates.

Unpaid family workers. Persons who worked 15 hours or
more per week without pay on a farm or in a business oper-
ated by a person to whom they are related by blood or
marriage. ’

Money income. Data on income collected in the CPS arz
limited to money income received before payments for
personal income taxes and deductions for Social Security,
union dues, Medicare premiums, etc. Money income is the
sum of the amounts received from earnings (including losses
which occurred among the self-employed from their own
farm or nonfarm: operations); Social Security and public
assistance payments; Supplemental Security income; divi-
dends, interest, and rent (including losses); unemployment
and work:nen’s compensation; government and private em-
ployee pensions; and other periodic income. Therefore,
money income does not reflect the fact that many families
receive part of ti:eir income in the form of nonmoney
transfers such as food stamps, health benefits, and subsidized
housing; that many farm families receive nonmoney income
in the form of rent-free housing and goods produced and
consumed on the farm; or that nonmoney incomes are also
received by some nonfarm residents such as the use of
business transportation and facilities, full or partial payments
by business for retirement programs, medical and educational
expenses, etc. These elements should be considered when
comparing income levels.

Receipts from the foliowing sources are not included as

income: (1) Money received from the sale of property, such

as stocks, bonds, a house, or a car (unless the person was
engaged in the business of selling such property, in which
case the net proceeds would be counted as income from
self-employment); (2) withdrawals of bank deposits; (3)
money borrowed; (4) tax refunds; (5) gifts; and (6) lump-
sum inheritances or insurance payments.

Family income. The total income of a family is the algebraic
sum of the amounts received by all income recipients in the
family.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

In the income distribution for families, the lowest income
group (less than $4,000) includes those families who were
classified as having no income in the income year and those
repc.ting a loss in net income frcm farm and nonfarm self-
employment or in rental income. Many of these were living
on income “in kind,”” savings, or gifts; or were newly consti-
tuted families, or families in which the sole breadwinner had
recently died or had left the household. However, many of
the families who reported no income probably had some
money income which was not recorded in the survey.

It should be noted that although the income statistics
refer to receipts during the preceding year, the composition
of families refers to the time of the survey. The income of
the family does not include amounts received by persons
who were members of the family during al, or part of the in-
come year if these persons no longer resided with the family
at the time of enumeration. On the other hand, family in-
come includes amounts reported by related persons wiho did
not reside with the family during the iricome year but who
were members of the family at the time of enumeration.

Poverty {low-income) classification. Families are classi-
fied as being above or below the poverty level using the
poverty index adopted by a Federal Inter-agency Committee
in 1969. This index is based on the Department of Agri-
culture’s 1961 Economy Food Plan and reflects the dif-
ferent consumption requirements of families based on their
size and composition, sex and age of the family head, and
farm-nonfarm residence. It was determined from the Depart-
ment of Agriculture’s 1955 survey of food consumption that
families of three or more persons spend approximately one-
third of their income on food; the poverty level for these
families was, therefore, set at three times the cost of the
economy food plan. For smaller families and persons living
alone, the cost of the economy food plan was multiplied by
factors that were slightly higher in order to compensate for
the relatively larger fixed expenses of these smaller house-
holds. The poverty thresnolds are updated every year to re-
flect changes in the Consumer Price Index (CPl). The poverty
threshold for a nonfarm family of four was $6,662 in 1978,
about 7.6 percent higher than the comparable 1977 cutoff
of $6,191. For further details, see Current Population
Reports, Series P-60, No. 119.

Median. The median is the value which divides a distribution
inte two equal parts; one-half of the cases falling below this
value and one-half of the cases exceeding this value.

Symbols. A dash (—) represents zero or a number which
rounds to zero. The syimbol B’ means that the base for the
derived figure is less than 75,000, and. an *X" means not
applicable.

Rounding. The individual figttres in this report are rounded
to the nearest thousand. With few exceptions, the individual
figures have not been adjusted to group totals, which are in-
dependently rounded. Percentages are rounded to the nearest
tenth of a percent; therefore, the percentages in a distri-
bution do not always add to exactly 100.0 percent. The
totals, however, are always showri as 100.0. Percentages
are based on the rounded absolute numbers.
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. Appendix B. Source and Reliability of the Estimates

SOURCE OF DATA

Estimates in this report were primarily derived from data
obtained from the Current Population Survey (CPS) of ihe
Bureau of the Census. Most of these CPS estimates are
April-centered five-quarter averages. Data on income, fertility,
and multiple job holuing characteristics of farm and non-
farm families, however, are monthly estimates obtained from
supplementary questions to CPS. Additional data, as identi-
fied in the text, were abtained from the 1974 Census of
Agriculture.

Current POpulation Survey (CPS). The monthly. CPS deals
mainly with |abor force data for the civitian noninstitutional
population. Questions relating to labor force participation
are asked about each member 14 years old and older in each..
sample household. In addition, supplementary questions are
asked each March, May, and June about income, multiple job
holdings, and fertility, respectively. Estimates’ _developed
from the supplementary questions asked in March and
included in this report in~lude persons in the Armed Forces
living off post or with their families on post.

The present CPS sample was initially selected from the
1970 census files and is updated continuously to reflect new
construction (see section, Nonsampling Variability, below).
The monthly CPS sample is spread over 614 areas with
coverage in each of the 50 Statesand the District of Columbia.
The CPS sample areas comprised 1,113 counties, independent
cities, and divisions in the Nation.

Samples for previous designs were selected from files
from the most recently completed census. The following
table provides a description of some aspects of the CPS
sample designs in use during the referenced data-collection
periods.

Description of the Current Population Survey

The estimation procedure used in this survey involved the
inflation of the weighted sample results to independent
estimates of the total civilian noninstitutional population
of the United States, by age, race, and sex. These independent

. estimates were based on statistics from decennial censuses;

" statistics on births, deaths, immigration, and emigration; and

statistics on the strength of the Armed Forces. The estimation

procedure for the data from the March supplement involved

a further adjustment so that husband and wife of a household
received the same \veight.

RELIABILiTY OF THE ESTIMATES

Since the CPS estimates in this report are based on a
sample, they may differ somewhat from the figures that
would have been obtained if a complete census had been
taken using the same questionnaire, instructions, and
enumerator:. There are tvio types of errors possible in an
estimate based on a sample survey—sampling and non-
sampling. The standard errors provided for this report pri-
marily indicate the magnitude of the sampling error. They
also partially measure the effect of some nonsampling
errors in response and enumeration, but do not measure any
systematic biases in the data. The full extent of non-
sampling error is unknown. Consequently, particular care
should be exercised in the interpretation of figures based
on a relatively small number of cases or on small differences
between estimates.

Nonsampling variability. Nonsampling err.:s can be attri-
buted to many sources, e.g., inability to obtain information
about all cases in the sample, definitional difficulties, dif-
ferences in the interpretation of questions, inability or
unwillingness on the part of respondents to provide correct

Households eligible

Number of Housing units

Time period sample Not visited, not
areas! Interviewed interviewed eligible?

October 1977 to Present......coe.o.eeees. 614 53,500 2,500 9,500
August 1972 to September 1977............ 461 45,000 2,000 8,000
August 1971 to July 1972.....0000euvene.. 445 45,000 2,006 8,000
January 1967 to July 1971.....cevvincenn. 449 48,000 2,000 8,500

1These sample areas were chosen to provide cover

2These are housing units which were visited,
for 1nterview.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

age in each State and the District of Columbia.

but were found to be vacant or otherwise not eligible
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information, inability to recall information, errors made in
collection such as in recording or coding the data, errors
made in processing the data, errors made in &stimating
values for missing data, and failure to represer. #li units
within the sample {undercoverage).

Undercoverage in the CPS results from missed housing
units and missed persons within sample households. Overall
undercoverage, as compared to the level of the decennial
census, is about 5 percent. |t is known that CPS under-
coverage varies with age, sex, and race. Generally, under-
coverage is larger for malas than for females and larger for
Blacks and other races than for Whites. Ratio estimation to
independent age-se::-race population controls, as described
previously, partiaily corrects for the bias due to survey under-
coverage. However, biases exist in the estimates to the ex-
tent that missed persons in missed households or missed
persons in interviewed households have different charac-
teristics than interviewed persons in the same age-sex-race
group. Further, the independent population controls used
have not been adjusted for undercoverage in the 1970
census, which was estimated at 2.5 percent of the popu-
lation with similar undercoverage differentials by age, sex,
and race as are observed in CPS,

Sampling variability. The standard errors given in the fol-
lowing tables are primarily measures of sampling variability,
that is, of the variation that occurred by chance because
a sample rather than the entire population was surveyed. The
sampie estimate and its estimated standard error enable one
to construct confidence intervals, ranges that would include
the average results of all possible samples with a known
probability. For example, if all possible samples were selected,
each of these surveyed under essen:ially the same general
conditions and using the same sample design, and an estimate
and its estimated standard error were calculated from each
sample, then:

1. Approximately 68 percent of the intervals from one
standard error below the estimate to one standard error
above the estimate would include the average result of
all possible samples.

2. Approximately 90 percent of the intervals from 1.6
standard errors below the estimate to 1.6 standard errors
above the estimate would include the average result of
all possible samples.

3. Approrimately 95 percent of the intervals from two
standard errros below the estimate to two standard errors
above the estimate would include the average result of all
possible samples.

The average estimate derived from all possible samples is or
is not contained in any particular computed interval. How-
ever, for a particular sample, one can say with a specified
confidence that the average estimate derived from all possible
samples is included in the confidence interval.

All the statements of comparison appearing in the text
are significant at a 1.6-standard-error level or better, and
most are significant at a level of more than 2.0 standard
errors. This means that for most differences cited in the

PAruntext provided oy enic [

text, the estimated difference is greater than twice the
standard error of the difference. Statements of comparison
qualified in some way (e.g., by use of the phrase, some evi-
dence) have a level of significance between 1.6 and 2.0
standard errors.

Metropolitan-nonmetropolitan area estimates. Caution should

" be-exercised in comparing metropolitan and nonmetropolitan

area estimates from 1976 and later years to each other and
to those from earlier years. Methodological and sample
design changes have occurred in these recent years resulting
in relatively large differences in the metropolitan and non-
metropolitan area estimates.

Note when using smali estimates. Summary measures such as
medians, rates and percent distributions are shown in the
report only when the base is 75,000 or greater. Because of
the large standard errors invalved, there is little chance that
summary measures would reveal useful information when
computed on a smaller base. Estimated numbers are shown,
however, even though the relative standard errors of these
numbers are larger than those for corresponding percentages.
These smaller estimates are provided primarily to permit
such combinations of the categories to serve each data
user’s needs.

STANDARD ERROR TABLES AND THEIR USE

In order to derive standard errors that would be applicable
to a large number of estimates and could be prepared at a
moderate cost, a number of approximations were required.
Therefore, instead of providing an individual standard error
for each estimate, generalized sets of standard errors are
provided for various types of characteristics. As a result,
the sets of standard errors provided give an indication of the
order of magnitude of the standard error of an estimate
rather than the precise standard error. '

The figures presented in tables B-1, B-2, B-3, and B4
provide approximations to the standard errors of various
estimates for families and for persons. The figures shown in
table B-6 provide standard errors for number of children
ever born and number of expected lifetime births per 1,000
women. Estimated standard errors cannot be obtained from
tables B-1, B-2, B-3, and B4 without the use of the factors
in table B-5. The factors in table B-5 must be applied to the
generalized standard errors in order to adjust for the combined
effect of sample design and the estimating procedure on the
value of the characteristic. The standard error tables with
which each factor should be used are also indicated in table
B-5. Standard errors for intermediate values not shown in the
generalized tables of standard errors may bz approximated
by interpolation.

Two parameters (denoted a and b) are used to calculate
standard errors for each type of characteristic; they are pre-
sented in table B-5. These parameters were used to calculate
the standard errors in tables B-1, B-2, B-3 and B4 and to
calculate the factors in table B-5. They also may be used to
calculate the standard errors for estimated numbers and esti-
mated percentages directly. Methods for direct computation
are given in the following sections.
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Table B-1. Standard Errors of Estimated Numbers
~ of Persons or Families in the Farm

Population

(68 chances out of 100. Numbers in thousands)

Size of estimate Standard error
A 8
50, ettt it 11
100. .. ieeeienennnnnennns 16
250, . it e e it 25
500, .. ittt 35
1,000.......0000 v invnnen. 49
2,500, . 0. 78
5,000.....0000eiiinniennnn. 109
10,000.....c000vivinnnnnns.. 152
15,000, . ..0000tnennnnnnnnss 184

Note: For a particular characteristic, see
table B-5 for the appropriate factor to apply to
the above standard errors. For standard errors
for regional data (North and West, South),
multiply the standard errors obtained above by
1.4,

Standard errors of estimated numbers. The approximate
standard error, o,. of an estimated number shown in this
report can be obtained in two ways. It may be obtained by
use of the formula

o= fo (1)
where f is the appropriate factor from table B-5 and o is
the standard error on the estimate obtained by interpolation
from table B-1 or B-2. Alternatively, standard errors may be
approximated by formula (2) from which the standard errors
were calculated in tables B-1 and B-2. Use of this formula
will provide more accurate results than the use of formula

{1) above.
o = V ax® + bx (2)

Here x is the size of the estimate and a and b are the para-
meters in table B-5 associated with the particular type of
Characteristic.

Standard errors of estimated percantages. The reliability of
an estimated percentage, computed using sample data for
both numerator and denominator, depends on both the size
of the percentage and the size of the total upon which this
percentage is based. Estimated percentages are relatively
more reliable than the corresponding“estimates of the
numerators of the percentages, particularly if the percentages
are 50 percent or more. When the numerator and denomi-
natar of the percentage are in different categories, use the
factor o1 parameters indicated by the numerator. The approxi-
mate standard error, 0 x.p) of an estimated percentage
can be obtained by use o; the formula

o = fo (3)

(x.p)

b )
Con
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In this formula f is the appropriate factor from table B-5 and
0 is the standard error on the estimate from table B-2 or
B-4. Alternatively, the standard errors may be approximated
by formula (4), from which the standard errors in table.
8-3 and B4 were calculated; direct computation will give
more gccurate results than uze of the standard error tzble
and the factors.

b
= ’..._ 0 — 4
a(x, ) " p (10 p) (4)

Here x is the size of the subclass of persons or families which
is the base of the percentage, p is the percentage (0 <p< 10C),
and b is the parameter in table B-5 associated with the
particular type of characteristic in the numerator of the
percentage. '

lllustration of the use of standard error tables. Table H of the
report shows that 1,661,000 farm residents 14 years old and
over were employed in agriculture. Table B-5 shows that for
Total Farm Population, Agriculture Employment, the
appropriate factor is 1.0, and this factor is to be used with
the standard error cbtained from table B-1. Interpolation in
table B-1 shows the standard error (o, ) on an estimate of this
size to be approximately 62,000. Applying the factor 1.0
and using formula (1) would also yield a standard citor of
62,000. The 68 percent confidence interval as shown by the
data is from 1,599,000 to 1,723,000. Therefore, a conclusion
that the average estimate derived from all possible samples

Table B-2. Standard Errors of Estimated Numbers
of Persons or Families in the Total or
Nonfarm Population

(68 chances out of 100. Numbeérs in thousands)

Size of estimate Standard error
N 5
50, i i i 7
100. ...t iieneeen. 10
250, ... it iie e, 16
500.. ...ttt 23
1,000........00iiinnnn, 33
2,500, ... i, 52
53,000.. ... 0iiiiiiiiienna, 73
10,000.........0000vevennn.s 102
15,000......c00vivennnnnnn. 123
25,000.. ... 000tinennnan. 155
50,000.....000000teninnnn.n. \ 204
100,000........ s eeeaeeeeaan 241
150,000, ..........0ouieln, 223

1To derive the standard errors for an esti-
mate greater than 150,000,000 use formula (2).

Note: For a particular characteristic, see
table B-5 for the appropriate factor to apply to
the above standard errors. For standard errors
for regional data (North and west, South),
multiply the standard errors obtained above
by 1.4.
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lies within a range computed in this way would be correct
for roughly 68 percent of all possibie sample:i. Similarly we
could conclude that the average estimate cerived fron: al
possible samples lies within the interval from 1,537,000
to 1,785,000 (using twice the standard error) with 95
percent confidence. As an alternative, using formula (2) and
the parameters a = —0.000014 and b = 2455 from table B-5
gives an estimate of the standard error to be 64,000.

Table H also shows that of the 330,000 fc -:ale farm resi-
dents employed in agriculture, 568,000 or 17.6 percent are
wage and salary workers,

Tubie B-6 shows the b parameter for this characteristic
to be 2455; using formula (4), the standard error on an
estimate of 17.6 percent is

{ 24556
J 330,000

Consequently, the 68-percent confidence interval is from
14.3 to 20.9 percent. Therefore, a conclusion that the
average estimate derived from all possible samples lies within

(17.6) (100.0 — 17.6) = 3.3 percent

Table B-3. Standard Errors of Estimated Percentajes of Persons o Families in the Fa:m Population

Base of percentages Estimated percentages 3
(thousands) 1 or 99 2 or 98 5 or 95 10 or 99 25 or 75 S0
2 T P 3.1 4.4 6.8 9.4 13.6 15,7
L P 2.2 3.1 4.8 6.6 9.6 11.1
100, .. e iiinneiernnennnns 1.6 2.2 3.4 4.7 6.8 7.8
250, . ittt e i 1.0 1.4 2.2 3.0 4.3 5.0
500. ..t iiininnienenncanns 0.7 1.0 1.5 2.1 3.0 2.5
1,000.......0000iivinennnnn . e 0.5 0.7 1.1 1.5 2.1 2.5
2,500, .. .00ttt . 0.3 0.4 0.7 0.9 1.4 1.6
5,000, .. .0itiiiiiiiiiiiennnns 0.2 0.3 .5 0.7 1.0 1.1
10,000..........0viinncnnnan 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.5 0.7 0.8
15,000.......00iiiiiininnnnn 0.13 0.2 3.3 0.4 0.6 0.6
Note: For a particular characteristic, see table B-5 for the gppropriate factor to apply to the
above standard errors. For standard errors for regional data (North and West, South), multiply the
standard errors obtained above by 1.4.
Table B-4. Standard Errors of Estimated Percentages of Persons or Families in the Tota! or Nonfarni
Population
Base of percentages - Estimated percentages ‘
(thousands) 1 or 99 2 or 98 5 or 95 10 or 90 25 or 75 50
S N 2,1 2.9 4,5 6.2 9:0 10.4
L i.5 2.1 3.2 4.6 6.4 7.4
100. .. ittt it e e 1.0 1.5 2.3 3.1 4.5 5.2
250, . ittt ittt . 0.7 0.9 1.4 2.0 2.8 3.3
500... ittt neecsssnssnssses 0.5 0.7 1.0 1.4 2.0 2.3
1,000, .. ..00iiiinnrnrncennnns 0.3 0.5 0.7 1.0 1.4 1.6
2,500, . 0, e 0.2 0.3 0.5 0.6 0.9 1.0
5,00G.............. ceseesses . 0.15 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.6 0.7
10,000 ... 0ieinnnnnnnnnnns 0.10 0.15 0.2 0.3 0.5 0.5
15,000............ cesenes cees 0.08 0.12 0.1$ 0.3 0.4 0.4
25,000........ Ceeeriievesseee 0.07 0.09 0.14 0.2 0.3 0.3
50,000............... . .o - 0.05 0.07 0.10 0.14 0.2 0.2
100,00C. . .ccoiveneenncennnns 0.03 0.05 0.07 0.10 0.14 0.16
150,000,000 vunvneccncasans 0.03 0.04 0.06 0.08 0.12 0.13
200,000...... cereeessennns e 0.02 0.03 0.05 0.07 9.10 0.12
216,000. cesaee cesens vos 0.02 0.03 0.05 0.07 .10 0.11

Note: For a particular characteristic, see table B-5 fcr the appropriate factor to apply to the

above standard errors.
standard errors obtained above by 1.4,

For standard errors for regionel data (North and Wesi, South), multiply the
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a range computed in this way would be correct for roughly
68 percent of all possible sampies. Similarly, we could con-
clude with 95-percent confidence that the average estimate
derived from all possible samples lies within the interval from
11.0 to 24.2 percent, i.e., 17.6 £ {2 x 3.3) percent. As an
alternative, tables B-3 and B-5 can be used to compute an
estimated standard error of 3.3 x 1.0 = 3.3 percent on the
. estimate of 17.6 percent.

21

Standard error of a difference. For a difference between
two sample estimates, the standard error is approximately
equal to
g = o* +0? (5)
(x-y) Xy
where 0y and ¢, are the standard errors of the estimates x
and y; the estimates can be of numbers, percents, ratios, etc.

Table B-5. Parameters and Factors to be Used to Obtain Standard Errors for Each Type of Characteristic

Parameters
Type of characteristic £ Standard error
a b factors +ables
FIVE-QUARTER AVERAGES
Farm Population
Race, age, sex, and employment subsets
Total farm population, agriculture employ-
ment, or nonagriculture employment
ALl RBCES...eutrevnrnsocenrnannsensronssnnas ~-0.000014 | 2455 1.0 B-1, B-3
Spanish. .. ... ittt i it i e ~0.000016 | 3087 1.1 B-1, B-3
Unemployed

Total or White..................... N ~0.000006 1054 0.7 B-1, B-3

Black and other races..........oovvuusvuenss ~0.000053 1211 0.7 8-1, B-3

Spanish. .. ... ..t i i i et e -0.000003 997 0.6 B~-1, B-3

Total or Nonfarm Population
Population (race, age, sex) \

Total or White......oetiiieiennnnnneennnnnns 0.0 0 0.0 B-2, B-4

Black or other races.................. teeeen 0.0 0 0.0 B-2, B-4

Spanish. .. ....iitiiiiiii ittt -0.000022 | 3884 1.9 B-2, B-4

Employment Subsets
Agriculture employment
All Races...... T e ettt ettt -0.000017 | 2050 1.4 B-2, B-4
Spanish. .. ... .t i i i e et e -0.009018 | 2586 1.0 B-2, B-4
‘Nonagriculture employment :

Total or White...........covuvvunvnnnnnn.... | =0.000008 | 1081 1.0 B-2, B-4
- -0.000343 | 935 0.9 B-2, B-4
= 1T 3 ~0.000010 | 801 0.9 B-2, B-4

Black and other races...........voveeeevwoeess -0.000069 1081 1.0 B-2, B-4
L 3 = ~0.000115 935 0.9 B-2, B-~4
Female. ... ....ottttnnerrnnnensnnnnnnananons ~-0.000079 | 801 0.9 B-2, B-4

Spanish. . ... ... ittt i et -0.000009 | 1356 1.1 B~2, B-~4

Unemployed
Both sexes, male or female................ ~0.000004 | s52 0.7 B~2, B-4
Regional or Metropoliian-Nonmetropolitan
Residence
Farm
Total or White.........iiiiiinnnnnnnnnnnnnas -0.000017 5036 1.4 B-1, B-3
Black and other races...........ovevveenneens -0.000262 8765 1.9 B~1, B-3
Total or Nonfarm ,
Total Or White....voeiiiiiiennnnnennnnnnnnas -0.000010 | 2212 1.4 B-2, B-4
Black and other races. be st rsaesesaaanseea -0.000160 | 3849 1.9 B-2, B-4
MONTHLY LEVEL
Family Income
Total farm population........... seenseasseessrs | =0.000011 3167 1.1 B-1, B-3
Total nonfarm pPopPulation.......c..eeeveeeenean -0.000010 ! 1721 1.3 B-2, B-4

Note: For regional (North and West, South) data cross-tabulated with other data, apply
& factor of 2,0 to the parameters for the charcteristic of interest.
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This will represent the actual standard error quite accurately
for the difference between two estimates of the same charac-
teristic in two different areas, or for the difference between
separate and uncorrelated characteristics in the same area.
If, however, there is a high positive {nagative) correlation be-
twezn the two characteristics, the formula will overestimate
{underestimate) the true standard error.

tllustration of the computation of the standard error of a
difference between estimated percentages. Table H of this
report shows that 17.6 percent of all female farm residents
employed in agriculture (330,000), were wage and salary
workers. The corresponding percentage for all females em-
ployed in agricuiture who were self-employed is 29.1 percent.
Thus, the apparent difference in percents of female wage
and sulary workers and self-employed workers employed in
agriculture is 11.5 percent. Using formulas (4) and (5), the
standard error of the estimated difference of 11.5 percent

ic about
V(S.S)2 + (3.9)% =5.1 “

This means the A8-percent confidence inygrfval around the
difference is from 6.4 to 16.6 percent. Theréxore, a conclusion
that the average difference derived from all possible samples
lies within a range computed in this way would be correct
for roughly 68 percent of all possible samicies. With 95-per-
eent eonfidence, the average,;differonce‘ derived from all
possible samples would lie within the interval from 1.3 to
21.7 percent, i.e., 11.5 £ (2 x 6:1) percesit.

Standard error of a median. The sampling variabiliy of an
astimated median depends upop the form of the distribution
as well as the size of its base. An approximate method for
measuring the reliability of a median v to
determine an interval about the estimated, mediar, su.ch that
there is a stated degree of ccnfidence that the average rinedian
derived from all possible samples lies within the interval. The
following prosedure may be used to estimate the 68 percent
confidence limits of a median based on sample data.
1. Determine, using the standard error tables and factors or
formula (4), the standard error of the estimate of 50 per-
cent from the distribution.

Table B-6. Standard Errors of Estimated Fertility

2. Add to and subtract from 50 percent the standard error
determined in step 1.

3. Using the distribution of the characteristic, calculate the
confidence interval corresponding to the two points
established in step 2.

A 95-percent confidence interval may be determined by
finding the values corresponding to 50 percent plus and minus
twice the standard error determined in step 1.

lHlustration of the computation of a confidence intewval for
amedian. Table ! of this report shows that the median income
for nonfarm families, according to the current definition of
a farm is $17,710. The size, or base, of the distribution
from which this median was datermined is 56,101,000
families.

1. Using formula {(4), the standard error of 5C percent on a
base of 56,101,000 is about 0.3 percent. .

2. To obtain a 95-percent confidence interval on an estimated
median, add to and subtract from 50 percent twice the
standard error found in step 1. This yields percent limits
of 49.4 and 50.6.

3. Since 40.5 parcent of the families had income below
$15,000 and 16.9 percent had income between $15,000
and $20,000, the dollar value of the lower limit may be
found by linear interpolation to be:

$15,000 + (§20,000 — $15,000) (ﬁ%ﬁ) = $17,633

Similarly, the dollar value of the upper limit may be found by
linear interpolation to be about

50.6 —405'

$15,000 + ($20,000 — $15,000) ( ) = $17,988

" 169
The 95-percent confidence interval on the estimated mediun
is from $17,633 to $17,988. Therefore, a conclusion that
the average estimated median income, derived from all
pessible samples, lies within a range computed in this way
would be correct for roughly 95 percent of all samples.

Ratios for the Total or Nonfarm Population

. Children ever born or expected per 1,000 women

Number of ‘women

(thousands) 500 1,000 1,590 2,000 2,500 3,000 3,500 4,000
250 . e teeronersossesssersansanenen 51 93 129 164 198 234 274 315
500..00ececeeeecasocossossnossasssssnn 36 66 92 116 140 166 194 222
750 e eecceeecesosncesnssssscnnsnsnsss 30 54 74 95 114 135 158 181
1,000, ., 000t0sussnrsosssossossosconas 26 47 65 82 99 117 137 158
2,000, . 0.iiiienccrarscncerosssccnses 18 33 45 58 70 83 97 112
5,000, .. 000iuiereccnccncnsocscscccons 11 20 29 37 44 52 61 70
10,000,...... Ceseccssensens eesesssesse 9 15 20 26 31 38 44 50
15,000, . 0iteenncensecnranennss Coreen 7 12 16 21 26 29 35 41
20,000, .. 0000ecnsuscscacacnancncss ces 6 11 15 19 23 27 31 35
25,000, ...000000es Cesassesanesan eeee 5 9 12 16 20 24 28 32

Note: To derive the standard errors for the
above by 1.1.

farm population, multiply the standard errors obtained
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